Mixed Communities:
A New Approach to Spatially-Concentrated Poverty in England are undergoing similar processes of regeneration without designation as demonstration projects (Silverman et al. 2006 , Bailey et al. 2006 . The transformational goals and the mix of public and private finance have also been implemented through New Labour"s Housing Market Renewal (HMR) initiative.
3 "Mixed communities" is therefore an approach as well as a specific initiative. Here, we refer to the approach as the government"s policy. The MCI demonstration projects are particular examples from which we draw evidence.
In the light of this policy development,the purpose of this paper is two-fold. In the first part we aim to shed light on the rationale and underpinnings of the mixed communities approach. We review it in relation to theories of poverty, place and gentrification in urban policy, as well as in relation to debates about the relationships between central and local government, capital and community. We conclude that both in its underpinning analysis of the problems of poverty and place and in the way it configures responsibilities for responding to these problems, it represents a neo-liberal turn in New Labour"s urban policy. In the second part, we look at early evidence from the evaluation of the demonstration projects to explore how the new policy approach is playing out in practice at a local level, where it is laid on top of existing ideologies and governance structures.
3 HMR operates at a subregional level to intervene in areas with poor or no housing market conditions, HMR pathfinder bodies were specifically created by government with substantial funding (total budget of £1.2bm between 2004-08, while MCI is an endogenous programme enacted and funded by the local state and focused on the neighbourhood level. Nevertheless, some of the same principles are evident.
Theories of Poverty and Place
Whether explicitly or not, all urban regeneration interventions reflect theoretical understandings of the causes of place poverty. We suggest that in broad terms a distinction can be made between early urban regeneration by the Keynesian welfare state, which enacted urban policy to internalise economic crisis and deal with its consequences through a "neighbourhood improvement" approach (Katz 2004) , and the "neighbourhood transformation" approach of Conservative governments.
Crudely put, neighbourhood improvement policies were premised on an understanding that the problems of declining areas arose from economic structures that created spatial as well as social inequality. They responded by concentrating on ameliorating local conditions and attempting to equalise life chances through compensatory social welfare programmes. The Community Development Projects (CDPs) of the late 1960s were an early example of this approach and sparked a long-running debate about the limitations of local intervention in the light of broader structural inequalities (CDP 1974) .
While some elements of the neighbourhood improvement approach have been retained throughout British urban policy since the CDPs, the 1980s and early 1990s saw the adoption of a "transformation approach". Here the problems of poor neighbourhoods were defined in terms of market failure, rather than underlying economic structures, and welfarist interventions such as the creation of mass public housing estates and generous benefit regimes were seen as compounding the problem by trapping people in poverty, within a context of the failure of state hierarchies in service provision compared with the market (Goetz, 2003) . In some accounts, residents of poor neighbourhoods were partially implicated in the problem of place poverty, through notions of dependency culture and cultures of poverty. Further, poor neighbourhoods were seen as holding back investment, particularly in inner urban areas where low income residents occupied prime commercial or residential space at low values. The solution was not simply the amelioration of conditions in these neighbourhoods for the benefit of their current residents, but the restoration of market functionality through physical change and transformation of the position of the neighbourhood in the urban hierarchy. The clearest expression of this was the Urban Development Corporation policy of the early 1980s, which brought about the transformation of London"s Docklands. A key change was that the state shifted from being a regulator of the market to an agent of the market, fostering the conditions in which areas and communities could become economically productive (Barnekov, 1989) and ensuring the social reproduction of labour and profit (Smith, 2002) . In these respects, the Conservative approach was clearly informed by neo-liberal economic and political theory (Cochrane, 2003) . 6 New Labour urban regeneration policy from 1997 to 2004/5 seemed to signal a return to the improvement approach in the form of enhanced public services, the National Strategy for Neighbourhood Renewal, the creation of the Neighbourhood Renewal Unit, and the flagship regeneration programme New Deal for Communities (NDC), which brought together local agents in a holistic approach to neighbourhood improvement.
Transformation was not an original goal of NDC. In fact, the initial remit of the programme did not even include housing, which was a later addition. The establishment of locally elected boards to run NDCs gave them a strong communitarian feel, ostensibly positioning local residents as the victims of neighbourhood decline and the intended beneficiaries of government investment. Other elements of New Labour"s approach reveal neo-liberal tendencies , such as the emphasis on "equality of opportunity", rather than "equality of outcome" (Levitas, 1998) , the emphasis on individual problems rather than structural forces, and the devolution of responsibility to citizens for addressing social exclusion. However, New Labour"s early response to place poverty seemed clearly to represent compensatory support for individuals and places that markets put at risk through ameliorative state-funded interventions.
The more recent adoption of the mixed communities approach seems to move New Labour"s urban policy to a more clearly neo-liberal position. We say this for three reasons:
First, while mixed communities retains some "improvement" elements, it is clearly different from the previous New Labour initiatives in its adoption of the thesis that "concentrated poverty" (or in some iterations, concentrated social housing tenure) is the problem and "de-concentration" the solution. Wilson (1987; 1996) , the poor have social pathologies geared towards deviance away from the mainstream (described as the "underclass"), which (re)produce poverty, and which are compounded by their spatial concentration (`zones of concentrated poverty'). Key to this is their socio-spatial isolation as there is no middle class with social norms that would reduce social pathologies. A second neo-liberal feature of the mixed communities approach is its emphasis on the importance of restoring market functionality both for the consumer, enabling choice within a diverse housing stock, and for the producer, opening up new construction markets. The choice imperative is clearly articulated in the mixed communities approach:
"The aim is that success measures should be choice. Reputation, choice of staying and that people want to move in -it"s about market choice" (Senior CLG official, quoted in Lupton et al. forthcoming p 36) .
A functioning market, it is argued, will make it easier to achieve social outcomes, such as improved school performance and reduced health inequalities, and to reduce the need for repeated cycles of public spending (Berube 2005) . Importantly, while service improvements that the state can deliver (such as better schools and more attractive open spaces) will play a part in creating this market, they are not sufficient. Physical change and diversity of housing type and tenure is essential to reposition the neighbourhood as a place of choice. In this context the state"s role is to not only to invest directly, but to create a market by reducing the proportion of public housing, or to stimulate existing markets by improving and diversifying the housing stock (Shaw, 2005) . In the mixed communities approach, intervention by the local state comes not only in the form of investment in better services (sometimes as in the case of schools, with the explicit goal that these will attract better-off residents) but through the sale or gift of land for private development. The Urban White paper identifies mixed neighbourhoods, where people of all income levels and life stages will choose to live, as essential to the revitalised city, and in doing so it shifts the emphasis of urban regeneration away from "bottom-up" approaches that aim to improve neighbourhoods in the interests of current residents, to aligning neighbourhood change with the strategic needs of the city as a whole. These needs are themselves to be identified and met through a new urban entrepreneuralism in which city leaders move away from service delivery roles to envision and promote economic growth and competitiveness, creating the conditions for capital accumulation and investment. One such condition is the presence of the middle classes. 
Responsibilities for Dealing with Poverty and Place
As this account implies, the mixed communities approach to neighbourhood regeneration is not just about doing different things, but also about doing things in different ways, with different institutional arrangements reflecting newly-defined responsibilities of different actors: central and local state, business and the community.
These different institutional arrangements potentially have a significant impact on the nature of governance arrangements, including issues around participation, legitimacy, strategic focus and power relations (Newman, 2001 ). A more central role for capital poses potential challenges for the role of community.
Mixed communities follows on the heels of the New Deal for Communities programme, in which area regeneration was intended to be community-influenced in partnership with agents of the local state, including local government. In reality, community influence has not been as strong as it might have been Geddes, 2008, Perrons and Skyers, 2003; Imrie and Raco, 2003) , and indeed some commentators have interpreted
NDCs as the spread of neoliberal principles through the devolution of responsibilities to communities, along with new forms of control at a distance by the state (Dean, 1999; Raco, 2003) . However, the contrast with MCI is striking. MCI operates with no specific central direction on governance arrangements. This may simply create a space for local state agents, business and communities to construct their own tailored forms of involvement, with no reduction in community influence. A more cynical view would be that the lack of protection for community involvement is a function of the pragmatic requirements of business (Newman 2001) , or of the need to be driven by more strategic and city-wide concerns. As Katz argued, community involvement may well be a part of a mixed communities approach, but neighbourhood transformation "requires a dynamic, market-driven notion of neighbourhood change, rather than any "community control" vision dedicated to maintaining the status quo " (2004:26) .
Local Implementation

Transformational Approaches to Poverty and Place ?
The evaluation evidence suggests that the transformational goal of the mixed communities approach and the primacy of the market are firmly embedded in local plans.
All the DPs identified a high proportion of low income housing as inherently problematic, regardless of current levels of demand, and their plans are designed to create functioning housing markets which will attract a broader range of households, creating thriving and sustainable areas in which households with choice will want to live.
Levels of projected housing provision and demolition vary between DPs, but greater levels of change are planned in areas with a majority of social housing. For instance, 6000-8000 new homes are planned in the predominantly social housing area of Newham, compared with just 400 new dwellings in Sheffield where there is far more private tenure (see Table 1 ). In Coventry, approximately 1700 homes (mostly social housing) are to be demolished and replaced with 3,630 new properties (the majority being private), with some social housing units also being refurbished. The effect will be to increase owner-occupation from 14% to 60%.
The extent of planned change in social housing areas certainly reflects the greater leverage of the local state in areas where it is the largest landlord. However, it also reflects an understanding that lack of tenure mix is the major problem in such areas.
This was the case partly because social housing was seen as concentrating poverty -in itself problematic. For example the Canning Town Masterplan Supplementary Planning
Guidance highlights problems with concentrations of deprivation and high levels of social rented tenure by Newham standards and the need to create a "mixed and balanced community". The strategy sets out to move tenure mix for the area from 67% to 50% social housing over a thirty year period. Moving closer to the national average for mix is in itself a goal. Neighbourhood transformation is to be achieved by selling or giving land to private developers and housing associations to enable tenure diversification and to subsidise new or refurbished social housing and infrastructure.
Partly, however, social housing was seen as inhibiting individual choice. Thus, even where DPs did not envisage a large scale change in income mix, they wanted to, in the words of the Canning Town DP, "ensure genuine mixed tenure and to offer residents the opportunity to make choices about their housing". This would have the additional effect of making it less likely that aspirational families would move out of the areas to satisfy their housing needs.
There is also evidence in some cases of a more strategic and integrated approach than Local state agents involved in delivering mixed community projects also expressed concerns about the neo-liberal discursive positioning of existing working class communities within the mixed communities approach, and the need for the local state to project their interests during neighbourhood transformation. This was sometimes expressed as a threat of gentrification. Such views were particularly prevalent where projects were part of the NDC programme, and which had spent some years delivering an "improvement" type approach with a strong emphasis on the local community determining the direction and nature of neighbourhood change. Officers responsible for delivering the projects expressed reservations at the possible deficit implication of the "mixed communities" approach: Acceptance of the need to change areas, and the inevitable role of capital in financing area improvements, along with reservations about the implications for working-class communities, led to plans which protected the interests of people already living in the areas. In all but one DP, housing plans in the projects involved no net loss of social housing (because developments were built at higher density), in sharp contrast to the US HOPE VI programme where displacement was an explicit objective and residents were given vouchers to move elsewhere. In some DPs, charters had been agreed to give original residents a right to housing in the new development. 
A new institutional landscape?
Thus, while adopting a mixed communities approach, some local projects were attempting to design local interventions that would limit any potential negative effects.
They were adapting to mixed communities as plans unfolded.
Institutional arrangements in the DPs also appeared to indicate a transitional phase where new relationships are evolving, contested and uncertain. In one sense, local authorities appeared to be welcoming the new urban entrepreneurial role that urban and local government policies were extending to them. DPs welcomed the opportunity of a more creative approach in which local authorities could work beyond specific funds or boundaries and "look at what the problem is and work towards a solution" (DP official).
They were integrating people-based initiatives and funding streams (from primary health care trusts, for example) within their area masterplans, and in some cases thinking about longer term strategic integration. For example, in one area, the local authority"s housing function was being incorporated into a community care directorate, recognising the need to tackle place characteristics not in isolation but as an aspect of individual well-being.
However, the limits of this new localism were also evident. A particular feature of the demonstration projects is that they are to be offered new "freedoms and flexibilities" to enable local creativity and solutions tailored to local problems. However the kinds of freedoms that projects want are hard for central government to grant within existing legislative frameworks or without creating inequity between local authority areas. For one local authority, at least, this meant that the mixed communities approach to particular neighbourhoods must be incorporated within the Local Area Agreement structure for governance of local authority areas, even though this was likely to constrain local flexibility, and enable more central direction. Having welcomed what appeared to be a chance to work independently from central government, some DPs were recognising the necessity to negotiate freedoms by operating within a more centrally-determined framework. In mixed tenure areas where the local state did not own large amounts of property, this took the form of investing in area improvements (demolishing empty properties, displacing drug and sex markets and strengthening policing, cleaning up "eyesore" sites, investing in schools, planning transport improvements and restoring historic buildings).
As mentioned above, there was a general perception of DPs being "loss leader" in financing these kinds of improvements to create the conditions for a mixed community: In the evaluation research, DPs did not contest this approach in principle. However, they did acknowledge that this was a risky strategy, since it depended on land values rising sufficiently to deliver later parts of the programme. Reliance on private capital to deliver programmes could push DPs into agreeing deals with developers in order to ease cash flow problems. Ultimately, they might also invest public funds and risk schemes falling through if the housing market did not support further phases of development. This was obviously a particular concern in weaker housing markets, but the inevitability of dependence on private capital was not challenged. The potential risks here have become much clearer in recent times as the "credit crunch" has begun to impact, and the potential divergence between capital and local state aims becomes more evident.
Perhaps the most uncertain area in institutional terms was how the roles of local state, capital and community would be resolved in governance arrangements for mixed communities. Some projects had engaged in extensive consultation processes and established neighbourhood-level governance boards with resident representation, in the mode of New Deal for Communities. Indeed, this governance model was most evident where DPs had evolved from existing NDCs. The new approach was being adopted within the old structures. Notably, it was in these cases where residents" charters were being adopted to resolve tensions between capital and community. It is highly likely that local dynamics will lend different forms to this new neo-liberalism in different areas as "new political forms emerge out of struggle, rather than being imposed in a top-down manner" (Larner, 2005:11) . Local mixed community projects are, in a sense, new local sites of contestation in which neoliberal tendencies compete with alternate political imaginaries and practices (Leitner et al, 2006) . However a key and consistent concern must be the subordination of local interests as a process of re- 
